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 New Test Provider this year (WIDA)
 Test is given in Dec-JanTest is given in Dec Jan
 Has the same domains as previous test
 Scored on a different scale (1.0-6.0) for proficiency level.

P i t t (Q t ) i d i 2007 2011 h l Previous test (Questar) given during 2007-2011 school 
years
 Test was given in Oct-Novg

 Given to students that fall into one of two categories
 English as a 2nd language

St d t ith l f i t th th E li h Students with a language of impact other than English
 Required of Limited English Proficient (LEP) students by 

the No Child Left Behind Actthe No Child Left Behind Act



Questar Test
 4 different domains

 Speaking
 4 Different Domains

 Speaking

WIDA Test

 Speaking
 Reading
 Writing
 Listening

p g
 Reading
 Listening
 Writing

 3 additional domains that are 
b ’ Listening

 1 additional domain that is a 
combination of two of the 
above domains.

C h i

combo’s.
 Oral Language

 Listening and Speaking
 Literacy

 Reading and Writing
 Comprehension

 Listening and Reading

 Each domain is scored as: 
 Proficient or Not Proficient

 Comprehension
 Listening and Reading

 Each domain is scored from 1.0 -
6.0
O ll S i d f 1 0 Proficient or Not Proficient

 Total Proficiency is scored 
as:
 Novice Near Proficient

 Overall Score is scored from 1.0 -
6.0
 15% Listening
 15% Speaking
 35% Reading Novice, Near Proficient, 

Proficient, Advanced
 35% Reading
 35% Writing



 Current LEP 
students
 Date 1st Date 1

Identified as LEP
 Primary 

Language
 Language of 

Impact
 Title III 

checkbox?checkbox?

 Former LEP 
StudentsStudents
 All of the above
 Date English 

Proficient



 LEP information should 
match with previous 

ll t

 Former LEP students 
must be tracked for 2 
f ll d i h lenrollments

 At other schools or the 
same school

full academic school 
years.
 If changed from current 

 If the information does 
not match with previous

g
to former LEP on 
4/5/2009 (2009-2010 
School Year) then they not match with previous 

enrollments, enter in the 
correct info for the 2011-
2012 ll t

) y
are former LEP for all of 
the 2010-2011 and 
2011-2012 school 2012 enrollments.

 Don’t change previous 
enrollment information.

years.



 Right now 
separate LEP 
information isinformation is 
entered into each 
enrollment.

 Change would g
allow LEP to have 
its own “tab”
 Information 

would followwould follow 
students as they 
transfer from 
one school to 
anotheranother.

 Will also try to get 
ELP test info 
entered into AIM.



 3388 Test Takers
 77 5% American Indian (2625) 7000

# of ELP Test Takers
77.5% American Indian (2625)

 13.0% White (441)
 4.9% Hispanic (185)
 2.8% Asian (95) 5000

6000
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( )
 1.2% Others (42)
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 Number of students taking the 
tests continues to decrease. 2000
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 A score of proficient (P) or advanced (A) overall on the 
ELP assessment along with a rating of proficient orELP assessment along with a rating of proficient or 
above in all domains (listening, speaking, reading, and 
writing).  Students scoring as Proficient should 
demonstrate a proficient score on the ELP assessment 
f t ti St d t ifor two consecutive years. Students scoring as 
Advanced along with additional measures and teacher 
input would be considered proficient and not expected 
to take the ELP assessment again; andto take the ELP assessment again; and

 Input from additional measures of reading, writing, or 
language development available from schoollanguage development available from school 
assessments that link to the district process in place for 
the identification of LEP students.



 65.3% were Proficient or Above 
in Total Score (2211)

 Just because a student 
gets a Proficiency scorein Total Score (2211)

 34.9% were Montana Proficient 
(1181)

gets a Proficiency score 
for Total score does not 
mean that student is 
“Proficient” according to

 53.4% of students scoring 
Proficient in Total Score also 
scored Montana Proficient.

Proficient  according to 
the Montana definition of 
ELP Proficiency.

 12 students scored advanced on 
Total Score and were NOT 
Montana Proficient.

 15 Students have been 
Montana Proficient all 5 
years.y

 74 Students have been 
Montana Proficient for 4 
years of the test.y



 Old Standards will not work for the 
new test.

S i i d diff l

 Different States have done different 
things for their State Proficiency 
Standards
S Id f MT P fi i t Scoring is done differently.

 Not scored as Proficient/Not 
Proficient

 New Scoring Proficiency Levels
1 E t i

 Some Ideas for new MT Proficient 
Standards.
 Certain proficiency level on 

overall score?
 Some states require a particular 1 – Entering

 2 – Beginning
 3 – Developing
 4 – Expanding
 5 – Bridging

 Some states require a particular 
score on Overall Proficiency and 
on certain domains.

 Certain requirement for Tier level 
of test taken?
R i t f P fi i l l5 Bridging

 6 – Reaching
 Score of 3.2 means the students 

is “Developing” and scores at the 
20th percentile of students in the 
“D l i ” fi i l l

 Requirement for Proficiency level 
on Statewide Assessment?

 Two years worth of proficient 
scores acheived?

“Developing” proficiency level.
 Listening and Reading domain 

scores are capped at 4.0 and 5.0 
for the Tier A and Tier B level 
tests.
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Total 
Test 

MT 
Prof.

% MT
Prof

# of MT 
Prof 

Not
Prof. 

% Not 
Prof. 

Mean 
CRT 

Takers students 
retaking 
test

next 
year

next 
year

Reading 
Scores 
in next 
yearyear

2007 6373 2578 40.5% 1211 373 30.8% 235.3
2008 5478 2324 42.4% 919 321 34.9% 239.3
2009 4463 1713 38.3% 753 229 30.4% 238.6
2010 3973 1508 38.0% 593 171 28.8% 241.6
2011 3388 1180 34.8%

About 30% of the kids that test as MT proficient are 
t t ti MT fi i t th 2 dnot testing as MT proficient the 2nd year.
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CRT Reading Proficiency Level
Novice Near 

Proficient
Proficient Advanced Total

ELP Total
Proficiency

Novice 36
63%

8
14%

9
16%

4
7% 57

Near Proficient 212
62%

103
30%

19
6%

8
2% 342

Proficiency 
Level Proficient 239

24%
395
40%

321
32%

33
3% 988

Advanced 2
2%

10
8%

74
56%

47
35% 133

TotalTotal
489 516 423 92 1520

CRT Reading Proficiency Level
Novice Near Proficient Advanced TotalNovice Near 

Proficient
Proficient Advanced Total

ELP MT 
Proficiency

No 399
47%

299
35%

130
15%

24
3% 852

Yes 90 217 293 68Proficiency Yes
13% 32% 44% 10% 668

Total
489 516 423 92 1520
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90.0%
% of Students Scoring Proficient

60 0%

70.0%

80.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%
Writing
Listening

10 0%

20.0%

30.0% Speaking
Reading

0.0%

10.0%

American 
Indian

Asian Hispanic White
Indian



 Distributions are 
very “Normal”

 More spread in 
distribution of 
scores for whitescores for white 
students.

 2011 Scores are 
very similar for all 
races except White
 White StudentWhite Student 

distribution is 
even more spread 
out.out.
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60%
% Students Scoring MT Proficient

 Similar results 
to 2010 except

40%

50%
to 2010 except 
Crow went from 
39.2% to 
22.4%.

20%

30%
 Spanish 

improved from 

10%

20%
38.7% to 
48.2% from 
2010 to 2011.

0%

* Includes only Languages of Impact with 50 or more students. *
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 1912 Males vs. 1476 Females took the ELP test in 
2010-2011.

 39.3% of Female students score MT Proficient on 
the ELP test compared to 31.3% for Males.
 Pattern continues for almost all grades.  (4th and 5th

are the exceptions)are the exceptions)
 Female students also score better on the CRT 

Reading test.



Questions?

Eric Meredith
OPI Data Analyst
emeredith@mt.gov
(406) 444 3642(406) 444-3642


